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On  Feb.  20,  1957,  President  Eisenhower  said:  I 

"We  should  not  assume  that,  if  Israel  withdraws  (from  f 
Sinai),  Egsrpt  will  prevent  Israeli  shipping  from  using 
the  Suez  Canal  or  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba.  If,  unhappily,  Egypt 
does  hereafter  violate  the  Armistice  Agreement  or  other 
international  obligations,  then  this  should  be  dealt  with 
firmly  by  the  society  of  nations." 

Last  July  3,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  William  Macombe* 
Jr.,  reassured  26  Senators  that  the  position  of  the  U.  S.  governmen  t 
with  respect  to  "the  unrestricted  use  of  the  Canal  is  clear  and  ux  - 
equivocal."  j 

But  on  Dec.  10,  when  Secretary  of  State  Herter  was  askec 
about  the  proposed  World  Bank  loan  to  widen  the  Canal,  he  saidj 
".  .  .  In  general,  we  have  taken  the  position  that  -the  I 
bank  is  essentially  an  economic  medium  and  not  a  political  I 
medium,  and  that  the  less  it  uses  its  facilities  for  diplo¬ 
matic  pressures,  the  greater  its  ytility  would  be ;  and  that 
the  question  of  diplomatic  pressures  is  something  that 
governments  ought  to  engage  in,  and  not  the  Bank." 

This  means  that  the  Bank  will  probably  approve  the  $56  million 
loan  to  the  UAR  next  Monday,  Dec.  21,  exactly  seven  months  since 
the  UAR  detained  the  Inge  Toft. 
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Wcrtwr.  The  UAR  is  threatening  to  go 
to  war  to  prevent  Israel  from  using 
the  waters  of  the  Jordan  River  to 
further  her  vital  Negev  reclamation 
project 

On  Dec.  12,  Major  Salah  Salem, 
editor  of  the  govemment-sponsond 
newspaper  Al  Comhouria,  warned  that 
“the  first  Syrian  army  would  be  alerted 
along  the  border,  ready  to  fight  with 
the  Second  Egyptian  Aimy  supporting 
it  and  ready  to  stop  the  proje^” 

Arabs  know  that  Israel  can  support 
its  people  only  if  it  can  use  excess 
waters  in  the  north,  which  are  now 
wasted,  to  irrigate  parched  lands  in  the 
south.  In  1953,  the  Israel  government 
deferred  a  plan  to  put  the  Iordan  waters 
to  work  w^  former  Ambassador  Eric 
Johnston  negotiated  for  regional  water 
development  in  the  Jordan  Valley.  But 
Syria  vetoed  the  entire  proposal  under 
Nasser’s  influence  in  1955. 

Twenty  months  ago,  the  U.  S.  govern¬ 
ment  gave  Jordan  a  green  light  and  an 
initul  grant  of  two  million  dollars  to 
begin  an  $11  million  irrigation  project 
to  divert  the  Yarmuk  River  which  now 
flows  into  the  Jordan.  To  compensate 
for  the  loss  of  the  Yarmuk  waters, 
Israel  must  draw  water  from  the  Sea 
of  Galilee  for  its  settlements  in  the 
Jordan  Valley.  At  the  time  Jordan 
began  its  Yarmuk  diversion,  it  was 
widely  assumed  that  Israel’s  water  de¬ 
velopment  prognun  would  proceed 
without  interruption.  But  Cairo  Radio 
reported,  Dec.  2: 

‘niie  new  Israel  projects  to  usurp 
the  waters  of  the  Jordan  are  receiving 
great  attention.  .  .  The  situation  now 
makes  it  a  sacred  duty  of  the  Arabs  to 
preserve  their  rights.” 

The  UAR  then  proposed  that  the 
Arab  League  build  a  dam  in  Syria  in 
the  Banyas  River,  which  provides  20 
percent  of  the  Jordan  water — to  cut 
off  water  from  Israel.  This  would  send 
the  headwaters  of  the  Jordan  into  the 
(Continued  on  page  56) 


Political  scientists  may  debate  what  constitutes  economic  or 
diplomatic  pressures.  The  fact  is  that  the  Bank  has  exerted  diplo¬ 
matic  pressures  in  the  past,  that  most  of  the  governments  which 
own  stock  in  the  Bank  are  opposed  to  the  blockade,  that  the  UN 
has  ruled  against  it,  and  that  the  World  Bank  itself  is  a  specialized 
agency  of  the  UN. 

But  those  who  attempt  to  j'ustify  the  Bank’s  course  argue  that 
we  must  help  Egypt  because  her  economic  problem  is  a  root  cause  of 
Middle  East  tensions.  Furthermore,  they  suggest  that  Nasser  might 
be  disposed  to  lift  the  blockade  if  only  we  can  win  his  friendship. 


Past  experience  suggests  that  it  is  better  to  lay  down  conditions 
before  an  agreement  is  reached  than  to  wish  for  them  afterwards. 

Between  1953  and  1955,  State  Department  officials  said  that 
if  we  gave  arms  to  Iraq  that  country  would  become  our  friend  and 
learn  to  live  with  Israel.  Once  Iraq  accepted  our  arms  it  actually 
became  more  belligerent  towards  Israel  if  only  to  prove  to  the 
Nasserites  that  its  alignment  with  America  did  not  weaken  its 
Arab  patriotism. 

We  have  poured  more  than  $100  million  into  Libya.  Yet,  in 
its  current  transformation  from  sandbox  to  oil  gusher,  Libya  now 
demands  exorbitant  rentals  for  the  Wheelus  base. 

If  the  past  is  any  guide,  our  generous  program  of  uncondi¬ 
tional  economic  aid  to  Nasser  will  probably  harden  his  anti-Israel 
posture.  He  will  want  to  prove  to  Premier  Kassem  of  Iraq  that 
his  new  dependence  on  Washington  really  fortifies  him  to  hate 
Israel.  His  new  barrage  of  threats  against  Israel’s  water  develop¬ 
ment  is  ominous  indication. 

Economic  development  is  essential  to  stability  and  peace.  But  it 
is  wrong  to  pour  out' American  aid  unconditionally.  If  we  are  called 
upon  to  subsidize  the  economies  of  the  UAR  and  other  Arab  states, 
we  have  a  right  and  a  duty  to  insist  that  they  comply  with  the  UN 
Charter  and  renounce  war.  We  should  not  be  deflected  from  the 
persistent  pursuit  of  peace  because  we  fear  to  incur  the  displeasure 
of  those  we  would  aid  and  befriend. 


A  Backward  Step 

The  General  Assembly  of  the  United 
Nations  has  adopted  a  resolution  which 
extends  the  life  of  the  United  Nations 
Relief  and  Works  Administration 
(UNRWA)  for  three  years. 

This  means  that  the  Palestine  Arab 
refugees  will  continue  to  receive  main¬ 
tenance,  medical  care  and  education 
through  the  United  Nations. 

But,  regrettably,  nothing  in  the  reso¬ 
lution  offers  any  promise  of  their  per¬ 
manent  settlement.  On  the  contnuy, 
by  turning  its  back  on  the  realistic 
thesis  offered  by  Secretary  General  Dag 
Hammarskjold,  the  Assembly  handed  a 
propaganda  victory  to  the  political 
leaders  of  the  Arab  League  and— -at  the 
same  time — a  disastrous  setback  for 
the  refugees  themselves.  These  unfortu¬ 
nate  men,  women  and  children  are 
to  remain  homeless  pawns  in  the  con¬ 
tinuing  Arab  war  against  Israel — ^and 
the  Arab  governments  will  be  permitted 
to  evade  any  responsibility  for  their 
kin. 

How  did  it  all  come  about? 

The  ten-year  life  of  UNRWA  ends 
next  summer.  The  U.S.  delegation, 
concerned  because  of  mounting  Con¬ 
gressional  resentment  against  inaction, 
served  notice  that  it  would  not  support 
an  imconditional  renewal  of  UNRWA’s 
life. 

Last  summer,  Mr.  Hammarskjold  re¬ 
ported  the  refugees  could  ultimately  be 
absorbed  by  the  use  of  capital  accruing 
from  oil  royalties  and  from  external 
investment.  Most  observers,  including 
Arab  leaders  themselves,  understand 
that  resettlement  of  the  refugees  de¬ 
pends  on  the  economic  development  of 
the  entire  region. 

Thus,  on  Dec.  9,  in  a  dispatch  about 
Egypt,  Walter  Lippmann  wrote: 

"What  can  be  done  for  the  refn- 
gees  will  depend  in  the  main  not 
only  on  the  money  and  the  energy 
which  the  world  is  willing  to  invest, 
but  also,  primarily,  on  the  internal 
cmidition  of  the  Arab  states,  and 
particularly  Egypt.  The  refugee 
problem  depends  in  the  last  analy¬ 
sis  on  the  willingness  of  Egypt  a^ 
the  other  Arab  states  to  let  it  be 
solved." 

But  the  Hammarskjold  report  could 
not  be  squared  with  ^e  Arab  demand 
that  Israel  be  forced  to  acc^t  mass 
refugee  repatriation. 

W*  Lot  Othors  Load.  Arab  leaders 
spumed  it,  and  when  this  Assembly 
convened,  the  U.  S.  delegation  offered 
no  proposals. 

Tliere  was  a  vacuum  in  the  discus¬ 
sion  and  debate.  The  Arabs  seized  the 
opportunity  and  filled  it.  They  pro¬ 
pel  the  revival  of  the  Palestine  (^n- 


ciliation  Commission  (PCC) — ^not  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  about  an  Arab- 
Israel  peace  settlement,  which  was 
originally  envisaged  in  the  1948  UN 
resolution  creating  that  Commission — 
but  merely  to  reaffirm  the  Arab  demand 
for  repatriation  to  Israel. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
1948  resolution  to  which  the  Arabs 
refer  (and  which  they  voted  against  at 
Paris  in  1948)  did  not  give  the  Arab 
refugees  an  automatic  or  unconditional 
right  to  return  to  Israel. 

The  resolution  itself  called  for  an 
Arab-Israel  peace,  created  the  PCC  to 
bring  it  about,  and  in  that  context  re¬ 
solved,  in  Article  11,  that  “the  refugees 
wishing  to  return  to  their  homes  and 
live  at  peace  with  their  neighbors  should 
be  permitted  to  do  so  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date  and  that  compensation 
should  be  paid  for  the  properties  of 
those  choosing  not  to  return.” 

Since  the  Arabs  have  always  refused 
to  negotiate  and  have  remained  at  war 
with  Israel,  the  Israelis  have  rejected 
repatriation  and  have  offered  compensa¬ 
tion. 

But  the  Arabs  interpret  Article  11 
to  mean  that  the  Arabs  must  be  re¬ 
patriated  if  they  insist — peace  or  no— 
and  so  they  campaign^  for  a  new 
resolution  which  would  reaffirm  Article 
11  of  the  1948  resolution  but  ignore 
the  overall  call  to  negotiations  and 
peace. 

At  first,  no  one  expected  that  the 
U.  S.  delegation  would  accept  so  ex¬ 
treme  and  one-sided  a  proposal  which 
could  lend  itself  to  propaganda  exploita¬ 
tion.  But  the  Arab  press  and  radio 
hammered  bitterly  at  the  United  States, 
charging  that  we  were  supporting 
the  Hammarskjold  plan. 

PrMsuiw  on  U.  S.  Thus,  on  Dec.  1, 
Al-Hurriyah,  an  Iraq  newspaper,  ac¬ 
cused  the  United  States  of  attempts 
“to  foil”  the  Arab-sponsored  resolu¬ 
tion,  in  a  “shameful”  course  towards 
the  refugees.  It  charged  that  the  United 
States  was  responsible  for  the  displace¬ 
ment  of  the  Arabs  when  it  supported 
the  establishment  of  Israel  and  that 
its  policy  “is  responsible  for  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  condition  and  the  con¬ 
sequences  which  result  from  it” 


More  strident  was  the  comment  of^ 
Al-Asiyasah  of  Damascus,  which,  ony 
Dec.  S,  charged  that: 

“America  is  seeking  to  squander 
the  right  of  the  refugees  to  retnm 
to  their  country.”  ? 

The  UAR  newspaper  linked  the  ^ 
United  States  with  the  Hammarskjold  i 
plan,  declaring  that  the  goal  is: 

“. . .  to  rehabilitate  the  Palestinian 
refugees  outside  their  country,  to 
completely  liquidate  their  question 
and  to  create  a  situation  in  which 
there  will  be  no  opportunity  for  the 
legal  rights  of  the  Palestinian  refu¬ 
gees  to  be  maintained.  .  .  .  The 
objective  ...  in  all  the  nakedness 
ot  its  motives,  means  and  aims 
was  created  to  serve  the  interests 
of  America,  Western  imperialism, 
international  reaction,  and  world 
Zionism  through  their  pillar  in  the 
East — ^IsraeL  The  Arabs,  who  are 
aware  of  the  motives  behind  this 
plot,  thanks  to  their  great  and  bit¬ 
ter  experience  with  former  im¬ 
perialist  actions,  will  not  be  fooled 
by  this  great  conspiracy.” 

The  charge  that  the  United  States 
was  responsible  for  the  displacement  of 
the  Arab  refugees  and  must  approach 
the  problem  with  a  guilt  complex  is, 
of  course,  totally  invalid.  There  would 
not  have  been  a  single  Arab  refugee 
if  the  Arabs  had  not  gone  to  war  against 
the  UN  1947  Partition  Resolution.  But 
the  Arabs,  never  willing  to  acknowledge 
responsibility  for  that  original  aggres¬ 
sion,  nor  Xor  the  consequences  of  their 
defeat,  alwa)rs  try  to  shift  blame  to 
America  and  Israel.  They  regard  U.  S. 
support  for  the  Arab  refugees  as  an 
obligation  which  is  due  them. 

U.  S.-Arab  Caucus.  There  was  a  stale- 
t  mate  in  the  discussions.  Finally,  the 
I  U.  S.  delegation  went  into  a  caucus 
I  with  the  Arab  delegations.  Out  of  it 
\  emerged  what  has  been  termed  a 
\  “compromise,”  a  bewildering  descrip- 
\  tion,  since,  under  its  provisions,  the 
\  United  States  will  continue  to  vote 
Uarge  sums  of  money  for  the  Arab 
tefugee  relief  program,  while  no  con¬ 
sideration  or  concessions  flow  from 
the  Arab  states. 

Here  are  the  issues  that  were  com¬ 
promised: 
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IThe  Arab  states  wanted  UNRWA 
extended  five  years;  the  United  States 
proposed  two  years.  The  compromise 
provides  for  three. 

H  In  their  demand  for  revival  of  the 
PCC,  the  Arabs  proposed  that  the  Com¬ 
mission,  which  now  consists  of  the 
United  States,  France  and  Turkey  be 
enlarged.  Since  this  would  have  opened 
the  door  to  demands  for  Soviet  bloc 
participation,  the  United  States  was 
opposed.  The  Arabs  agreed  to  the 
present  membership. 

H  Finally,  the  Arabs  conceded  that 
measures  be  taken  to  purge  the  rdief 
rolls  of  fraud.  A  census  has  never  been 
taken  and  UNRWA  o£Bcials  have  long 
complained  that  150,000  ration  cards 
for  people  who  have  died  or  who  have 
become  employed  are  still  in  ine. 

The  preamble  to  the  resolution  in¬ 
cludes  this  clause:  “Noting  with  deep 
regret  that  repatriation  or  compensa¬ 
tion  of  the  refugees  as  provided  for  iiy 
paragraph  1 1  of  General  Assembly  Res^ 
olution  194  (III)  has  not  been  effected, 
and  that  no  substantial  progress  has 
been  made  in  the  programme  endorsed/ 
in  paragraph  2  of  Resolution  513  (VI)'' 
for  the  reintegration  of  refugees  either 
by  repatriation  or  resettlement  and  that, 
therefore,  the  situation  of  the  refugees 
continues  to  be  a  matter  of  serious 
concern.” 

The  op)erative  clauses  of  the  resolik 
tion  include  paragraph  4:  “Requesra 
the  Palestine  Conciliation  Conunissioiu 
to  make  further  efforts  to  secure  the^ 
implementation  of  paragraph  11  of 
General  Assembly  Resolution  194 
(III).” 

There  were  misgivings  about  this 
clause  at  the  UN.  They  were  shared, 
it  was  rep>orted,  by  Mr.  Hammarskjold 
himself  and  by  some  leaders  cff  the 
U.  S.  delegation.  When  the  resolution 
came  to  a  vote,  18  delegations  ab¬ 
stained  on  paragraph  4. 

They  included:  Burma,  Canada, 
Chile,  Denmark,  Dominican  Republic, 
Ecuador,  Ethiopia,  Finland,  Guatemala, 
Iceland,  Netherlands,  Peru,  Philippines, 
Portugal,  Sweden,  Tliailand,  Union  of 
South  Africa  and  Uruguay. 

The  Israel  delegation  naturally  voted 
against  the  clause.  Ambassador  Michael 
Comay  told  the  ad  hoc  p)olitical  com¬ 
mittee: 

“A  renewed  reference  to  the  Con¬ 
ciliation  Commiaaion,  in  the  year 
1959,  must  take  account  of  the  evo- 
lotion  of  UN  policy  since  1948, 
when  the  Commission  was  estab¬ 
lished  —  of  current  international 
thinking  on  the  problem — ^the  con¬ 
templated  realities  in  the  area — 
and  of  Israel’s  own  record  and  un¬ 
dertakings.  By  any  of  these  tests, 
paragraph  4  is  devoid  of  realism. 

It  looks  backward  instead  of  for¬ 
ward,  and  is  more  likely  to  impede 


a  constmctive  solntioa  than  to  pro¬ 
mote  one.” 

The  main  solntion  “lies  in  the 
integration  of  the  refugees  into  the 
eccnomie  life  of  the  Arab  world  and 
their  final  absorption  amongst  their 
Arab  brethren.” 

He  said  that  any  Arab-Israel  dif¬ 
ferences  “can  be  residved  only  by 


file!  for  the  record 


An  American  Precedent 

There  is  an  instructive  precedent  in 
America’s  own  history.  During  the 
American  Revolution,  many  of  the 

5~~'~nists  who  remained  loyal  to  the 
ivn  fled  to  Canada,  where  they  be- 
e  the  United  Empire  Loyalists.  In 
the  peace  negotiations  which  followed, 
the  British  pressed  our  country  to  per¬ 
mit  the  Loyalists  to  retium  and  also  to 
reclaim  their  property. 

The  U.  S.  Congress  was  adamant. 
On  Oct  18,  1780,  the  Congress  issued 
the  following  instruction  to  J(^ 
Adams,  the  U.  S.  minister  plenipoten¬ 
tiary  in  the  peace  negotiations  with 
Great  Britain: 

n  “That  with  respect  to  those  per- 
'  sons  who  have  either  abandoned  mr 
[  been  banished  from  any  of  the 
\  United  States  since  the  commence- 
)  ment  of  the  war,  he  is  to  make  no 
stipulations  whatsoever  for  their 
readmittance;  and  as  to  an  equiv¬ 
alent  for  their  property,  he  may 
attend  to  propositions  on  that  sub¬ 
ject  only  on  reciprocal  stipulation 
that  Great  Britain  will  make  full 
compensation  for  all  the  wanton 
destruction  which  the  subjects  of 
that  nation  have  committed  on  the 
property  of  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States.” 

And  on  Nov.  26,  1782,  four  days 
before  the  preliminary  treaty  was 
signed,  Benjamin  Franklin  wrote 
Richard  Oswdd,  the  British  negotiator: 

“Tour  ministers  require  that  we 
should  receive  again  into  our  bosom 
those  who  have  been  our  bitterest 
enemies,  and  restore  their  proper¬ 
ties  who  have  destroyed  ours;  and 
while  the  wonnds  they  have  given 
ns  are  still  bleedingr 

The  peace  treaty  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  Congress  would  “recom¬ 
mend”  that  the  states  permit  the  res¬ 
titution  of  property.  But  there  was  no 
thought  of  repatriation.  Everyone 
knew  that  the  recommendation,  which 
historians  describe  as  “an  empty  for¬ 
mula  to  save  the  face  of  the  British 
government,”  would  not  be  accepted. 
It  wasn’t 


negotiation  between  the  govern- 
■  ments  directly  concerned  and,”  he  ^ 
continncd,  “my  government  is  will¬ 
ing  at  any  time  to  negotiate  a  full  > 
and  final  settlement  of  all  issnen  C. 
oatstanding  between  Israel  and  the  / 
Arab  States.”  f 

Fcx^gn  Minister  Golds  Meir  said,  on^ 
Dec.  8,  that  Israel  might  accept  some 
refugees  under  a  plan  for  reunion  of 
families  as  part  of  an  overall  Israel- 
Arab  settlement  and  she  repeated 
Israel’s  offer  to  pay  compensation. 

But,  she  pointed  out,  the  rising  gen¬ 
eration  in  the  refugee  centers  had  been 
indoctrinated  since  their  childhood  to 
bate  Israel  and  to  aim  at  her  destruc¬ 
tion.  Israel  would  be  committing  sui¬ 
cide  if  she  accepted  them. 

Some  observers  thought  that  they  de¬ 
tected  differences  in  the  attitude  inside 
the  Arab  delegations.  Most  of  the  refu¬ 
gees  are  now  in  territories  administered 
by  Jordan,  the  United  Arab  Republic 
and  Lebanon.  They  appreciate  the  need 
for  continued  U.  S.  support  Their 
delegates  seem  to  speak  1^  violently 
than  the  extremists  from  the  oil-rich 
states  of  Saudi  Arabia  and  Iraq,  which 
have  very  few  refugees  to  worry  about 
The  latter  delegations  know  that  absorp¬ 
tion  of  the  Arab  refugees  in  the  entire 
area  will  depend  in  no  small  measure 
on  the  use  of  oil  royalties  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  When  Iraq  and  Saudi  Arabia 
begin  to  contribute  oil  wealth  instead 
of  oratory,  the  refugees  may  find  per¬ 
manent  homes. 

In  his  press  conference  on  Dec.  2, 
Premier  Kassem  of  Iraq,  recapitu¬ 
lating  the  achievements  of  his  ad¬ 
ministration,  revealed  that  166 
houses  had  been  built  and  “handed 
over  to  our  brethren,  the  Palestin¬ 
ian  refugees,”  and  that  20  more 
houses  are  now  under  construction 
and  will  be  completed  April  1 — a 
minuscule  contribution  from  a 
country  which  has  a  shortage  of 
people  and  which  has  the  land, 
water  and  oil  to  accommodate  all 
the  refugees  if  it  wished  to  do  so. 

But  there  is  a  widesprrad  belief  that 
the  adoption  of  the  UN  resolution  will 
not  stimulate  any  such  program  in 
Iraq  or  any  other  Arab  country.  On 
the  contrary,  if  any  Arab  refugee  now 
wishes  to  leave  his  present  abode  and 
seek  a  more  productive  life  in  the  de¬ 
veloping  Arab  countries  around  him, 
he  wUl  doubtless  be-  advised  by  Arab 
leaders  to  stay  where  he  is  and  insist 
on  his  “right”  to  go  back  to  IsraeL 

Why  thb  Policy?  Why  did  the  U.  S. 
delegation  take  this  strange  course? 

A  number  of  explanations  were  heard 
in  UN  corridors.  One  theory  is  that 
the  UAR,  which  is  rapidly  beaming  a 
protege  of  the  U.  S.  economic  aid  pro¬ 
grams,  is  said  to  be  more  cooperative. 

(Turn  the  page) 
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A  minor  has  been  q>read  that  the  UAR 
may  abandon  its  policy  prohibiting 
Arab  refugees  from  leaving  Gaza.  It 
will  allow  some  of  them  to  go  to  Egypt 
and  to  Syria.  Syria  has  ample  room 
for  more  than  200,000  oi  the  refugees, 
if  there  were  a  will  to  settle  them.  Most 
of  die  refugees  now  in  Syria  are  already 
virtually  self-supporting. 

But  critics  of  the  resolution  assert 
that  excessive  deference  has  been  given 
to  Arab  views,  on  the  theory  that  no 
clouds  must  be  permitted  to  mar  the 
present  climate  of  U.  S.-Arab  relations. 

PinaUy,  it  is  said  that  Congress  has 
become  restive  about  the  lack  of  prog¬ 
ress  and  might  be  reluctant  to  approve 
large  new  appropriations  unless  there 
were  signs  of  action.  Therefore,  it  is 
claimed,  it  was  necessary  to  revive  the 
PCC  and  give  it  a  new  mandate  in 
order  to  assure  Congress  that  something 
was  being  done. 

[The  PCC  has  never  gone  out  of 
business.  But  it  has  been  rela¬ 
tively  dormant  since  its  18-month 
effort  to  promote  a  settlement, 
which  collapsed  in  Lausanne  in 
1960.  In  the  meantime,  it  has  been 
primarily  concerned  with  making 
I  an  inventory  of  Arab  property  in- 
fside  Isra^  in  anticipation  of  a 
compensation  settlement  A  pre¬ 
liminary  estimate  appraised  A!nd> 
property  at  $280  million.] 

Yet  it  is  hardly  likely  that  Congress 
will  be  impressed  by  a  resolution  which 
does  little  man  than  sharpen  a  propa¬ 
ganda  weapon  foe  extremists.  Most 
Congressmen  who  have  been  in  the 
Near  East  know  that  tiny  Israel  can¬ 
not  be  expected  to  commit  suicide. 
Most  of  the  Congressional  rqiorts  on 
the  Arab  refugee  problem  which  have 
been  filed  in  recent  years  have  stressed 
resettlement  rather  than  repatriation. 

This  does  not  mean  that  Congress 
will  refuse  continued  appropriations  for 
the  Arab  refugees.  Th^  plight  com¬ 
mands  humanitarian  concern.  More¬ 
over,  in  recent  years  the  Inll  fm-  the 
Arab  refugees — about  $25  million  a 
year — b  relatively  small  when  com¬ 
pared  with  the  $300  million  in  grants, 
foods  and  loans  which  went  to  the 
Arab  League  states  in  the  last  fiscal 
year. 

But  Cmigress  is  likely  to  raise  sharp 
questicMis  about  the  wisdom  or  morality 
of  sidestq>ping  forthright  language 
about  resettlement  and  of  feeding  the 
illusion  that  any  substantial  number  of 
Arab  refugees  can  return  to  Israel  ^ 

It  may  be  relatively  easy  fix’  UN 
delegates  to  vote  airy  resolutimis  about 
repatriation.  But  it  is  doubtful  that 
many  Congressmen  would  support  such 
a  policy  if  it  applied  to  our  own 
country. 
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Mediterranean,  a  total  waste  of  scarce 
water  resources. 

touMNna.  Some  commentators  think 
that  Nasser’s  Suez  policy  is  responsible 
for  some  of  the  harassment  the  United 
States  is  now  experiencing  in  Panama. 

William  S.  White,  in  the  Washington 
Evening  Star,  Dec.  7,  writes:  “Nasser’s 
UAR,  through  its  Embassy  in  Panama, 
is  happily  makiiu  all  the  trouble  it  can 
for  UM  United  ^tes.” 

The  U.  S.  News  and  World  Report, 
the  same  week,  explains:  “Agents  of 
Egypt’s  Nasser  have  been  in  Panama  ad- 
vismg  the  pcditicians  of  that  country  on 
the  moves  to  make  to  get  eventual  con¬ 
trol  over  the  Panama  Canal  away  from 
the  United  States.  Nasser  is  able  to  pose 
as  an  expert  having  taken  tiie  Suez 
Canal  frcra  its  owners.” 

Murder  or  Marty rT  Diplomatic  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  UAR  and  RnglimH 
were  resumed  this  month.  But  within 
hours,  British-UAR  differences  flared 
bitterty  over  the  Moorhouse  affair.  Lt. 
Anthony  Momiiouse  was  captured  by 
Egyptians  duriiu  the  Suez  invasion.  He 
was  left  to  suffocate  in  a  metal  box. 
The  Egyptians  now  are  planning  to  turn 
the  place  where  he  was  held  prisoner 
into  a  shrine  commemorating  their  de¬ 
fense  of  Port  Said.  The  British  press 
and  Members  of  Parliament  denounced 
the  museum. 

But  Cairo  press  attributed  the  Moor¬ 
house  campaign  to  the  Cemservative 
members  oi  Parliament  who  “supported 
the  Suez  stupidity  until  the  end  and 
who  now  expose  agreement  with  the 
United  States,  easing  cold  war  tension, 
and  every  rapprochement  with  the 
USSR.  .  .”  And  Al-Akhbar  assumes 
that  “those  causing  the  uproar  have 
been  iq>set  by  the  resumption  of  diplo¬ 
matic  relations  with  the  UAR.  .  .  Tliey 
do  not  deserve  our  attention.  The  Moor¬ 
house  museum  will  be  established.” 

President  Nasser’s  role  in  the  Jordan 
water  issue,  the  Panama  Canal  situation 
and  the  Moorhouse  museum  contro¬ 
versy  are  seemingly  unrelated.  But  in 
the  Middle  East,  where  imagination 
runs  riot,  it  is  a  simple  matter  to  link 
all  three.  Thus,  Ai-Nasr,  Damascus 


im  N  lUMl.  N.  w. 

A  D.  C 


paper,  Dec.  6,  notes  the  “close  timio 
of  the  British  uproar  with  the  Unite 
Stetes’  anger  at  the  UAR  over  a 
legedly  urging  the  nationalization  ( 
the  Panama  Canal,  and  also  with  Israel’s 
scheme  for  diverting  Jordan  Rive 
waters.  These  aspecto  cause  us  to 
wonder  whether  Britain  and  Americ 
are  pretending  to  show  anger  and  re 
sentment  in  order  to  oppose  the  UAR,^| 
and  in  order  to  free  themselves  of  th^H 
duty  of  appearing  to  adopt  a  neutra^^ 
attitude  toward  the  Arabs  and  Israel^^ 
as  a  prelude  for  supporting  the  plot  for 
the  (uversion  of  the  River  Jordiim.  . 


In  Irluf.  The  World  Bank  approvedH 
a  $50  million  loan  for  the  new  Sahara| 
pipeline  which  will  liberate  French  oill 
users  from  dependence  on  the  SuezH 
Canal. 


Israel’s  Prime  Minister  David  Ben- 
Gurion  has  formed  a  new  government. 
The  Cabinet  will  include  nine  members 
of  Mapai,  two  from  the  National  Re¬ 
ligious  Front,  one  Independent  and  one 
Progressive.  Cabinet  members  retaining 
their  posts  are  Mr.  Ben-Gurion,  IJe- 
fense  Minister;  Mrs.  Golda  Meir, 
Foreign  Minister;  Levi  Eshkol,  Minister 
of  Finance;  Talman  Aranne,  Educa- 
ti(xi;  Behor  Shitreet,  Police,  and  Pin- 
has  Sapir,  Trade  and  Indus^.  Mapai 
newcomers  are  Gen.  Moshe  Dayan, 
Agriculture:  Dr.  Giora  Josephthal 
Labor,  and  Abba  Eban,  Minister  with¬ 
out  Portfolio. 

The  Religious  Party  will  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  Moshe  Haim  Shapiro,  In¬ 
terior,  and  Dr.  Yosef  Burg,  Social  Wel¬ 
fare.  Pinhas  Rosen,  Progressive,  will 
remain  as  Minister  of  Justice  and  Rabbi 
Yaacov  Toledano,  Independent,  will 
serve  as  Minister  of  Religious  Affairs. 

Jordan’s  UN  delegation  has  called 
for  a  Congressional  investigation  of 
American  newspapers  because  “some  of 
the  leading  newspapers  in  leading  cities 
have  adopted  the  serious  and  dangerous 
practice  of  misinformation.” 

The  UAR  will  accelerate  payments 
to  Suez  shareholders.  The  $11,400,000 
installment,  due  Jan.  1,  -.will  be  in¬ 
creased  to  $19,600,000  which  means 
that  the  last  installment  will  be  paid 
Jan.  3,  1963. 


UMw: 

L  L  ftamm 

SahMilptIwtt  $19  pw  yaw 


56 


